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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

         AGENDA ID # 16573 

ENERGY DIVISION      RESOLUTION E-4886 

                                                                        September 13, 2018 

 

R E S O L U T I O N  

 

Resolution E-4886. Pacific Gas and Electric agreements with 

California High-Speed Rail Authority and Caltrain’s Peninsula 

Corridor Joint Powers Board for electric system interconnection 

work. 

 

PROPOSED OUTCOME:  

 Approves agreements between California High-Speed Rail 

Authority (“CHSRA”) and Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

(“PG&E”), and Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 

(“Caltrain”) and PG&E, with certain exceptions.  

 Finds that certain provisions of two agreements addressing cost 

allocation principles raise factual and legal issues that must be 

considered in a formal proceeding.  

 Orders PG&E to file an application with the Commission addressing 

cost allocation issues no later than December 31, 2018.   

 

SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS: 

 The agreements require that all work shall conform to all 

applicable laws, regulations, and Good Utility Practice. 

 

ESTIMATED COSTS:   

 PG&E has previously estimated interconnection costs for 

CHSRA at $737 million and for Caltrain at $228 million.  A 

portion of these costs will be allocated to PG&E ratepayers. 

 

ADVICE LETTERS (“AL”) RESOLVED: 

 PG&E AL 5046-E, (CHSRA) filed 4/5/2017  

 PG&E Advice Letter 5139-E (Caltrain), filed 9/1/2017 
 
__________________________________________________________ 
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SUMMARY 

This Resolution addresses PG&E Advice Letter 5046-E filed on April 5, 2017, 
including substitute sheets received on September 12, 2017, which seeks 
approval of five agreements with CHSRA.  Advice Letter 5046-E replaces Advice 
Letters 4570-E and 4570-E-A in full.  
 
This Resolution also addresses PG&E Advice Letter 5139-E filed on September 1, 
2017, which seeks approval of Supplement #3 to the Master Agreement with 
Caltrain. 

 

GO 96-B requires utilities to submit certain agreements with government 

agencies, like CHSRA and Caltrain, for Commission approval through a Tier 3 

Advice Letter, which requires disposition by Resolution.  See, e.g. GO 96-B, 

General Rule 9.2.3,1 and Energy Industry Rule 5.3(8).  The Advice Letters are 

effective pending disposition, subject to Commission determination about the 

reasonableness of the services provided by PG&E to the government agencies. 

 

The CHSRA and Caltrain projects (“Projects” or “Rail Projects”) require PG&E to 

perform both “Relocation Work” necessary to relocate PG&E electric and gas 

utility facilities which could interfere with the Projects, and “Interconnection 

Work” which requires upgrades or additions to PG&E’s infrastructure (including 

both lines and substations) necessary to deliver electric power to the final 

Projects.   

 

This Resolution approves six agreements to perform portions of that 

Interconnection Work – with specific exceptions to certain cost allocation 

provisions of two of the agreements.  Those six agreements – which require 

PG&E to complete technical reports and identify the scopes of work required for 

the Rail Projects – were fully executed by all the parties and filed by PG&E with 

Advice Letters 5046-E and 5139-E pursuant to GO 96-B.2   

 

                                              
1 GO 96-B was recently revised and prior Rule 8.2.3 has become Rule 9.2.3.  

2 At this time, PG&E does not seek approval for any agreements addressing Relocation 

Work and Relocation Work is therefore not addressed by this Resolution.  
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This Resolution does not approve any specific cost allocation or any cost 

allocation principles or methodologies to be applied in future proceedings, 

including, without limitation, the following cost allocation provisions contained 

in two of the agreements: 

 

 CHSRA Standard Form Agreement HSR16-56 - Section 5.1(b) (cost 
allocation process) and 5.3(c) (reimbursement of costs) 

 Caltrain Supplement #3 – Section 4(c) (reimbursement of costs) 

 

This Resolution finds that these cost allocation provisions – which have not yet 

been implemented – raise factual, legal, and policy issues that must be 

considered by the Commission in a formal proceeding pursuant to GO 96-B, Rule 

5.2 because of their potential impact to PG&E customers.  This disposition 

balances the public interest in ensuring the Rail Projects are promptly 

constructed with the Commission’s duty to ensure that the costs are reasonably 

allocated between ratepayers and the government agencies. 

 

This Resolution also finds that provisions in those two agreements limiting a 

party’s ability to comment on a cost allocation filing by any other party are 

inconsistent with the public interest and purport to usurp the Commission’s 

authority.  Those provisions are therefore not approved by this Resolution.3 

 
The Projects’ cost impacts on PG&E customers could be significant.  PG&E has 
estimated interconnection costs for the CHSRA work at $737 million and for the 

Caltrain work at $228 million. 4  A July 2018 PG&E data response to the 
Commission’s Energy Division reflects that PG&E anticipates that 39% of the 
Caltrain interconnection costs could be allocated to PG&E customers, but has no 

                                              
3 See, e.g., CHSRA Standard Form Agreement HSR16-56 - Section 5.5 (support in 
filings); and Caltrain Supplement #3 – Section 6. 

4  See CAISO Board Approved transmission plans for 2017 and 2018 at pages 166 and 
91, respectively.  The 2017 Plan is available at 
http://www.caiso.com/planning/Pages/TransmissionPlanning/2016-
2017TransmissionPlanningProcess.aspx; the 2018 Plan is available at 
http://www.caiso.com/planning/Pages/TransmissionPlanning/2017-
2018TransmissionPlanningProcess.aspx. 

http://www.caiso.com/planning/Pages/TransmissionPlanning/2016-2017TransmissionPlanningProcess.aspx
http://www.caiso.com/planning/Pages/TransmissionPlanning/2016-2017TransmissionPlanningProcess.aspx
http://www.caiso.com/planning/Pages/TransmissionPlanning/2017-2018TransmissionPlanningProcess.aspx
http://www.caiso.com/planning/Pages/TransmissionPlanning/2017-2018TransmissionPlanningProcess.aspx
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estimate for the allocation of the CHSRA interconnection costs between CHSRA 
and PG&E customers. 

 

Among other things, the cost allocation provisions that this Resolution does not 

approve provide that the parties to the agreements would determine the 

preliminary cost allocation for the work in consultation with the CAISO.  See, 

e.g., CHSRA HSR 16-56, Section 5.1(b).  While the provisions contemplate that 

such cost allocations will be approved by this Commission or FERC, this is after 

the fact; there is no opportunity for PG&E ratepayers to participate in and impact 

the earlier determinations reached by PG&E and the parties.  

 

To ensure transparency into these cost-allocation issues in a timely manner, and 

to protect ratepayer, CHSRA and Caltrain interests, this Resolution orders PG&E 

to file a “standalone” application in the near future, and in no event later than 

December 31, 2018, for approval of the cost allocation provisions in CHSRA HSR-

16-56, Caltrain Supplement #3, and any future agreements for the 

Interconnection Work with these governmental agencies, identifying the:  

 

1. Specific cost allocation principles it proposes to apply to the 

Interconnection Work, including the basis for those principles, and how 

they would apply to specific facilities;  

2. Laws, regulations, or other precedent that support its proposals; and 

3. Laws, regulations, or other precedent that determine which facilities and 

equipment are subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction for cost allocation 

purposes, and which are subject to FERC’s, and how they are properly 

applied as to the most currently available CHSRA and Caltrain scopes of 

work.   

 

These issues must be addressed before any cost allocation can occur.  The 

Commission recognizes that the precise nature and function of the Project 

facilities will have an impact on any proposed cost allocation, and that the scopes 

of work for the Projects is not final.  Consequently, it would be premature for the 

application to seek approval of specific costs of the final scopes of work required 

to electrify the Rail Projects.  The application can be supplemented to provide 

such information as it becomes available.   
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Some parties have expressed concern that the application process could delay the 

work PG&E must perform for the Projects.  The Commission recognizes, among 

other things, that both Rail Projects will advance California’s legislatively 

mandated climate goals and should be implemented as expeditiously as possible.  

The Commission also understands that work has already commenced (and in 

some cases, has been completed) under the agreements, consistent with Rule 

9.2.3 of GO 96-B, which permits utilities to begin work for Government Agencies 

prior to obtaining Commission approval of such agreements.   

 

In ordering PG&E to file an application to permit the Commission to address cost 

allocation issues for the Rail Projects, the Commission does not seek to affect the 

scope of work performed by PG&E, or delay in any manner PG&E’s work on the 

Rail Projects.  Indeed, the agreements are clear that PG&E’s ability to perform the 

Interconnection Work required under the agreements is entirely independent of 

the cost allocation issues.  First, the approved agreements require both Caltrain 

and CHSRA to pay all PG&E costs up front such that PG&E is assured 

compensation for the work independent of cost allocation issues.  Second, all 

parties agree that cost allocation issues should be addressed in a later 

proceeding.  Consequently, there is no reason for PG&E to delay work on the 

Projects, or to delay execution of additional agreements needed to facilitate work 

on the Projects.  Specifically, we expect that PG&E, Caltrain, and CHSRA will 

complete negotiations and execute the necessary supplemental agreements, so 

that construction of facilities may begin, and even be completed, before the 

Commission issues a decision either determining the cost allocation principals 

that should apply, or approving a proposed cost allocation.  Consequently, the 

requirement to file an application addressing the cost allocation issues is not a 

reason for PG&E to delay its construction of the CHSRA or Caltrain facilities.   

 

This Resolution rejects PG&E’s proposal that the cost allocation issues raised in 

these two agreements are best addressed in a PG&E General Rate Case (“GRC”) 

before the Commission or in a transmission owner rate case before the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”).  These proceedings, which address a 

multitude of complex issues, may make participation difficult for parties only 

interested in the cost allocation issues raised by these agreements.  Further, 
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PG&E’s July 2018 data response to Energy Division (“PG&E July 2018 DR”) 

confirms that neither of these proceedings would occur before 2022.5   

 

Because of the magnitude of costs that would potentially flow into PG&E’s 

ratebase as a result of the allocation proposed, this Resolution proposes an 

application to be filed no later than December 31, 2018 in order to quickly bring 

transparency to the underlying facts and legal issues presented by the cost 

allocation issues.  There is currently a lack of understanding regarding the facts 

and law.  For example, it is unclear which work performed under the agreements 

would be subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction in a GRC, and which would be 

subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

(“FERC”); which cost allocation principles should be applied; and whether the 

FERC cost allocation approval process clearly understood.   

 

A standalone application made in the near future to specifically address the cost 

allocation issues raised by these two large Rail Projects will provide necessary 

clarity on these issues, which will benefit all ratepayers.  It will also provide the 

Commission an opportunity to consider the cost allocation issues sooner, which 

could influence future FERC consideration of such issues. PG&E currently 

estimates it would file at FERC for the Caltrain Project one or more years before 

PG&E files the GRC that would include its cost allocation proposal (e.g., 2022 

FERC Transmission Owner Case).  For the CHSRA Project, PG&E suggests that 

approval of its proposed cost allocations would be sought across several FERC 

rate cases.  See Table 1, which is based on the PG&E July 2018 DR, and is subject 

to change, according to PG&E. 

 

Table 1. In-Service Dates Requested and Corresponding Rate Case Expected by PG&E 

 

Current Customer 

Requested In-

Service Date 

CPUC General 

Rate Case 

FERC 

Transmission 

Owner Case 

Caltrain 2021 2023 2022 

CHSRA 2022 2023 2023 

                                              
5 Energy Division Data Request No. 001, issued to PG&E on July 10, 2018 (“PG&E July 
2018 DR”), Q&A 2.a.  The PG&E July 2018 DR is Attachment A, hereto. 
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Test Track 

CHSRA 

Central Valley 

Alignment 

2024 2026 2025 

CHSRA 

Future alignments 
To be determined To be determined To be determined 

 

BACKGROUND 

California High-Speed Rail Project 

CHSRA is responsible for planning, designing, building, and operating the first 

high-speed rail system constructed in the United States.  The system would run 

from San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim (Project Phase 1, about 520 miles) at 

speeds capable of more than 200 miles per hour.  The system will eventually 

extend to Sacramento and San Diego (Phase 2) and operate along 800 miles of 

rail.  The CHSRA Project’s Initial Operating Segment is planned to extend from 

San Jose to Bakersfield.  PG&E plans to interconnect with CHSRA Project 

electrical infrastructure at ten sites: Site 4 (Gilroy) through Site 13 (Bakersfield). 

Testing of the completed high-speed rail infrastructure and upgraded PG&E 

infrastructure is expected to occur in 2026/2027 along the Gilroy–San Jose/San 

Francisco and Madera–Bakersfield rail segments (CHSRA Project Draft 2018 

Business Plan). Additional project information is available at: 

http://www.hsr.ca.gov.  

 

Relocation Work Filings (CHSRA Project) 

In October 2016, the Commission approved three agreements between PG&E 

and CHSRA to address utility Relocation Work required to pursue the CHSRA 

Project.  See Resolution G-3498 (October 13, 2016).  That resolution provided that 
relocations of PG&E, SCE, and SoCalGas facilities to accommodate the CHSRA 
Project will be performed at CHSRA’s expense, with the exception of credits 
CHSRA is entitled to pursuant to the California High-Speed Rail Act.  See Public 

Utilities Code Section 185500 et seq.  Cost allocation for electric Interconnection 

Work required to provide power the CHSRA Project has not been addressed in a 

filing to the Commission prior to Advice Letter 5046-E (2017), which is the 

subject of this Resolution. 
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Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project  

The Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project, the Project at issue in the 

agreements approved in this Resolution, is part of the larger Caltrain 

Modernization Program, which will electrify and upgrade the performance, 

efficiency, capacity, safety, and reliability of Caltrain’s commuter rail service.  

This transformation of Caltrain facilities from diesel fuel to electric power 

advances state policy goals to reduce carbon emissions in the transportation 

sector.  

 

PG&E plans to interconnect with Caltrain Project electrical infrastructure at two 

sites: Site 1 (San Francisco) and Site 3 (San Jose).  Final system testing of the 

completed Caltrain infrastructure and upgraded PG&E infrastructure along the 

rail alignment is planned to begin by 2021 (Caltrain November 2017 Fact Sheet).  

Additional Project information is available at: 

http://www.caltrain.com/projectsplans/CaltrainModernization/Modernization/Pe

ninsulaCorridorElectrificationProject.html  

 

Interconnection Work Filings (Caltrain Project) 

To date, the Commission has adopted two resolutions approving agreements 

between PG&E and Caltrain related to Interconnection Work necessary for PG&E 

to provide power to the Caltrain Project: Resolutions E-4811 (December 15, 2016) 

and E-4830 (April 27, 2017).6  While Section 8 of the Master Agreement between 

PG&E and Caltrain addresses cost allocation, Resolution E-4811 did not carve out 

that provision based on the understanding that Caltrain was obligated to pay 100 

percent of costs incurred by PG&E for all work associated with the approved 

agreements.  However, the Commission did reject PG&E’s proposal to allow 

future agreements with Caltrain to be submitted as information-only filings in 
lieu of the required Tier 3 advice letters based on concerns regarding cost 
allocation issues.  See Resolution E-4811 at page 7. 

 

The provisions of the Master Agreement, combined with Supplement #3, which 

is the subject of this Resolution, together provide for the application of 

                                              
6 Resolution E-4811 approved a Master Agreement with PG&E for Interconnection 

Work and Supplement #1 to the Master Agreement.  Resolution E-4830 approved 

Supplement #2 and Supplement #5 to the Master Agreement. 
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preliminary cost allocation principles similar to those proposed for the CHSRA 

Project.  

 

Supplement #4 (not yet filed) will cover final design, engineering, and 

construction of upgrades to two PG&E substations required to power the 

Caltrain Project.  At its February 1, 2017 meeting, the Peninsula Corridor Joint 

Powers Board of Directors overseeing the Caltrain Project authorized execution 

of Supplement #4 to the Master Agreement, but it has not been finalized and 

submitted for Commission approval.  According to PG&E data response to 

Energy Division, Supplement #4 is expected to be the final supplement to the 

Master Agreement.  A draft of Supplement #4 was provided to Energy Division 

on July 20, 2018. 

 

The Commission has not yet received a filing from PG&E regarding the 

Relocation Work required for the Caltrain Project. 

 

NOTICE 

Notices of PG&E Advice Letters 5046-E and 5139-E were published in the 

Commission’s Daily Calendar.  PG&E states that copies of its advice letters were 

distributed in accordance with Section 4 of General Order 96-B to parties shown 

on a distribution list attached to both of the advice letters.   

 

PROTESTS 

Advice Letter 5046-E and Advice Letter 5139-E were not protested. 

DISCUSSION 

Overview 

As described in the Summary above, PG&E must perform both Relocation Work 

and Interconnection Work to facilitate the completion of the CHSRA and Caltrain 

Projects.  This Resolution addresses agreements regarding Interconnection Work 

that were filed by PG&E with Advice Letters 5046-E and 5139-E.  This Resolution 

does not address Relocation Work. 
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GO 96-B requires utilities to submit certain agreements with government 

agencies, like CHSRA and Caltrain, for Commission approval through a Tier 3 

Advice Letter, which requires disposition by Resolution.  See, e.g. GO 96-B, 

General Rule 9.2.3, and Energy Industry Rule 5.3(8).  Rule 

9.2.3 also permits utilities to begin work for Government Agencies prior to 

obtaining Commission approval of such agreements, and the Commission 

understands that such work has already commenced.   

 

Pursuant to Rule 9.2.3, PG&E filed five executed interconnection agreements 

with CHSRA and one executed interconnection agreement with Caltrain for 

Commission approval.  PG&E has already completed a series of complex 

technical studies and planning activities required by those agreements, and those 

studies and activities have been paid for in full by CHSRA and Caltrain. 

 

CHSRA Agreements 

Table 2 below identifies and summarizes each of the five PG&E/CHSRA 

agreements for Interconnection Work approved in this Resolution.  The first four 

agreements require PG&E to complete technical reports to identify the scopes of 

work required for PG&E to interconnect and provide electrical power to the 

CHSRA Project.  The last agreement, HSR 16-56, addresses the allocation 

between PG&E and CHSRA of the engineering and permitting work required for 

the interconnections.   
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Table 2. Summary of Agreements between California High Speed Rail Authority and 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Interconnection Work Filed in Advice Letter 5046-

E 

Agreement 

Number 

Topic Value* Paid by 

CHSRA 

Signed Term 

HSR 10-10 Preliminary 

engineering work 

and initial 

studies/reports 

$500,000 100% December 

2012 

Through 

June 2013 

HSR 14-37 Updated 

technical study 

reports 

$3.26 

million 

100% June 2015 Through 

September 

2017 

HSR 14-

37a1 

Additional 

studies for 

additional 

interconnection 

sites, updates 

HSR 14-37 

$1.71 

million 

100% July 2015 Through 

September 

2017 

HSR 14-

37a2 

Updates to 

contractual 

language in HSR 

14-37a1 

none 100% December 

2016 

Through 

September 

2017 

HSR 16-56 Engineering and 

permitting 

$36 

million 

100% January 

2017 

Through 

January 2019 

 

In November 2017, CHSRA updated Energy Division by email regarding the 

status of the Interconnection Work, and its rigorous review of PG&E’s expected 

facility upgrade requirements.  CHSRA stated that pursuant to HSR 14-37 (and 

its two supplements), PG&E ran technical studies to determine the system 

requirements to serve the CHSRA Project.  All costs were paid by CHSRA.  Upon 

PG&E’s completion of these studies, CHSRA (along with Commonwealth, a 

third-party expert hired by CHSRA) reviewed the studies and provided PG&E 

with a thorough review of each study, detailing alternative interconnection and 

network/facility upgrade proposals, approaches, modifications and/or suggested 

improvements (the “Additions”).  PG&E consulted with CHSRA to document all 

of the Additions PG&E agreed to incorporate into its proposed final system 
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design.  These reviews and discussions lead to a significant reduction in the 

scope of work initially proposed by PG&E. 

 

CHSRA Agreement HSR 16-56 Engineering and Design Reports for Points of 

Interconnection and Final Permitting 

Regarding the fifth agreement (HSR 16-56), PG&E has committed to complete the 

same design and engineering work for the required network upgrades 

customarily provided to similarly-situated customers.  See Advice Letter 5046-E.  

CHSRA design responsibilities include line extensions and other facilities 

required to enable interconnections that are not located on property owned by 

PG&E.  As a general rule, PG&E will have design responsibility for substation 

and network upgrades, and CHSRA will have design responsibility for 

everything else.  The facilities addressed in HSR 16-56 will ultimately be owned 

by PG&E, whether designed by PG&E or CHSRA. 

 

In coordination with PG&E’s review and oversight, CHSRA will develop one 

Engineering and Design Report for each Point of Interconnection—each of the ten 

points at which the CHSRA Project electric system will interconnect with the 

PG&E electric system between Gilroy and Bakersfield and the interconnection 

point for the CHSRA Project’s heavy maintenance facility.  The heavy 

maintenance facility has not yet been sited but is expected to be constructed 

along the Central Valley rail alignment. 

 

Each Engineering and Design Report will detail and advance the design of the 

CHSRA design responsibility items and may be used to support CHSRA 

environmental approvals and submittal for issuance of any required General 

Order 131-D permits.  The Engineering and Design Reports will include: plans, 

maps, schematics, project descriptions, project schedule, equipment and material 

lists, cost estimates and other information needed to ensure timely permitting, 

procurement, and construction.   

 

Caltrain Supplement #3 (filed) and Supplement #4 (pending) to the Master 

Agreement 

Supplement #3 addresses PG&E’s engineering, design, some material 

procurement and preliminary site preparation activities for required 

interconnection to PG&E’s East Grand Substation in South San Francisco and 
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FMC Substation in San Jose.  Supplement #4 is expected to further address the 

same work activities, but would also specify the cost allocation to ratepayers 

anticipated by PG&E.  It is unclear at this time whether Caltrain will agree to the 

cost allocations identified by PG&E in Supplement #4. A significant difference 

between the Caltrain agreements and CHSRA Agreement HSR 16-56, described 

above, is that PG&E would have all design and engineering responsibilities 

under the Caltrain agreements, whereas CHSRA will perform such work under 

its agreement with PG&E. 

 

Cost Allocation Issues Raised by CHSRA HSR 16-56 and the Caltrain 

Agreements 

While both CHSRA and Caltrain are obligated to initially pay for all 

Interconnection Work performed by PG&E, both CHSRA HSR 16-56 and Caltrain 

Supplement #3 provide that those payments may be subject to reimbursement 

from PG&E to Caltrain and CHSRA at a later date based on the ultimate cost 

allocation applied.  Among other things, those agreements provide that: 

 

 Cost allocation will be determined later, by the parties, pursuant to high-

level cost allocation principles referenced, but not specifically identified, 

in the agreements, and in consultation with the CAISO, as needed;7   

 PG&E’s Electric Rules 15 and 16, which address cost allocation will not 

apply; and 

 CHSRA and Caltrain will “reasonably support any [cost allocation] filings 

by PG&E at the FERC and the CPUC.”8   

 

The agreements do not: 

 Identify with any specificity any cost allocation principles, precedents, 

rules, or regulations, with the exception of certain PG&E Electric Rules;9 

                                              
7 See CHSRA HSR 16-56, Section V (Cost Allocation, Cost Estimates, and Payment) and 
Caltrain Supplement #3, §§ 4(c), 5 and 6, and Caltrain Master Agreement, § 8. 
8 CHSRA HSR 16-56, § 5.5 and Caltrain Supplement #3, § 6. 

9 PG&E similarly failed to provide such information in response to the following July 
2018 Energy Division data request: “Identify, discuss, and provide citations to the most 
current versions of any and all …[s]tate or federal laws, rules, regulations, tariffs, or 
legal principles that apply to, address, or could be applied to determine the appropriate 
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 Identify any proposed cost allocation ratios; 

 Identify a clear timeline for PG&E payment of any reimbursements to 

CHSRA or Caltrain;  

 Provide any opportunity for ratepayers to be represented in deliberations 

regarding the appropriate cost allocation until the issues are presented in 

a PG&E GRC at the Commission or a FERC transmission owner rate case; 

or 

 Explain which cost allocation issues will be addressed by FERC and 

which will be addressed by the Commission. 

 

Cost Estimates for the Interconnection Work 

PG&E presented preliminary cost estimates for the Interconnection Work during 

the CAISO’s Transmission Planning Process (“TPP”).  It estimated $228 million 

for the Caltrain Project in September 2016 and $737 million for the CHSRA 

Project in September 2017.   

 

In a July 2018 data response to Energy Division, PG&E explained that it “does 

not have a new estimate for CHSRA work at this time …”10  It identified the 

September 2017 CHSRA estimate as an AACE “level 4” estimate with a 20% 

contingency. 11  In the same data response PG&E explained that the “current 

                                                                                                                                                  
cost allocation between CHSRA, Caltrain, and PG&E customers [and applicable] … 
PG&E standards, procedures, rules, or strategies.”  PG&E referred to certain Electric 
Rules in its Commission-filed tariff, Special Facilities Agreement, and “FERC 
decisions,” but stated, broadly, “PG&E does not have an existing tariff governing this 
unique work. … Caltrain and the CHSRA have very specific service requirements 
which differ from typical service provided.  They have requested single-phase service 
with which will include generation, dual feeds from each PG&E substation, dual 
feeders (incoming lines) to each PG&E substation, and interconnection at specific 
substations along their route.”  PG&E noted that there may be specific CPUC or FERC 
decisions relevant to cost allocation, but it but it failed to specifically identify any such 
decisions.  PG&E July 2018 DR, Q&A 7. 

10 Id., Q&A 3.b. 

11  Id. at Q&A 3.c.  “AACE” is the Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering.  
AACE estimates identify a range of expected accuracy – both up and down - based on 



Resolution E-4886 DRAFT September 13, 2018 
PG&E AL 5046-E and AL 5139-E/RP3 
 

15 

estimate” for the Caltrain Interconnection Work associated with Supplements #3 

and Supplement #4 (draft version provided to Energy Division on July 10, 2018) 

was $173.9 million, and that the estimate is an AACE “level 4” estimate with a 

29% contingency. 

 

Cost Allocation Estimates 

As noted above, the agreements filed for approval do not specifically identify 

any anticipated cost allocation ratio.  Those issues were left to be decided at a 

later date.  The draft version of Supplement #4 and the PG&E July 2018 DRs 
indicate that PG&E anticipates cost allocation to ratepayers of roughly 39% for 

the Caltrain Interconnection Work. PG&E states that it anticipates that Caltrain 

will be responsible for 61% of the cost associated with its Interconnection Work.12   

 

As of the July 2018 data response from PG&E, PG&E could not identify the cost 

allocation that it anticipates would apply to the CHSRA Project because “design 

has not progressed to the point of applying the cost principles [to] the expected 

facilities.”13  PG&E stated to Energy Division staff in 2017 that it expects to 

amend agreement HSR 16-56 in 2018.  Cost allocation negotiations between 

PG&E and CHSRA for the Interconnection Work will continue through 2018 and 

may extend past 2019. 

 

One factor that has complicated the design responsibility and cost allocation 

negotiations thus far has been the CHSRA and Caltrain requirement for two 

transmission-level feeds.  Among other things, it is unclear whether such 

facilities would be Commission or FERC jurisdictional, and which cost allocation 

rules would apply.  In sum, cost allocation is expected to be specific to the 

existing infrastructure available at each interconnection site, the site location, and 

other factors still being negotiated.  Because cost allocation may vary depending 

                                                                                                                                                  
the class of the estimate.  A copy of an AACE Cost Estimate Classification Matrix 
included in PG&E testimony submitted to FERC in October 2017 is attached hereto as 
Attachment B. 

12 Id. at Q&A 3.f. 

13 Id. at Q&A 3.f. 
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on the scope of work, final cost allocations may change as the scopes of work 

change.   

 

CHRSRA explained in a November 21, 2017 comment letter on Advice Letter 

5139-E that technical differences between the CHSRA and Caltrain projects will 

dictate the extent of work and facilities required for interconnection to PG&E 

electrical facilities.  CHSRA states that these differences will affect the fair 

allocation of Interconnection Work costs, but will be documented to support the 

later cost allocation determination. 

 

The Cost Allocation Provisions of the Agreements Should Not Be Approved and 

an Application to Address Cost Allocation Should Be Required  

General Order 96-B identifies matters appropriate for Advice Letters and Formal 

Proceedings.  See Rules 5.1–5.3 and 7.5.1.  The Advice Letter process provides a 

quick and simplified review of the types of utility requests that are not expected 

to be controversial or to raise important policy questions. 

 

The cost allocation provisions of CHSRA HSR 16-56 and Caltrain Supplement #3 

raise important policy questions.  Given the potential magnitude of the total 

costs to be allocated – which are already estimated to be approximately a billion 

dollars across all parties – it is imperative that ratepayers have an opportunity to 

weigh in earlier, rather than later, in the cost allocation process.  Currently, 

neither agreement contemplates a role in those negotiations for the Commission 

or PG&E ratepayers.  Rather, once both sides agree on an appropriate cost 

allocation, the Commission – which is charged with representing ratepayer 

interests –  would be limited to considering whether the parties’ proposed cost 

allocation for facilities under the Commission’s jurisdiction is appropriate.  To 

the extent the cost allocation issues are FERC-jurisdictional, the Commission’s 

role would be as a ratepayer representative in a FERC transmission owner rate 

case.  As such, the Commission and/or PG&E ratepayers would only be able to 

weigh in after the parties have agreed to a cost allocation, and only as a small 

part of a larger PG&E rate case.   

 

In addition to raising important policy questions which would benefit from 

transparency, the cost allocation provisions raise a number of material issues of 

fact and law which cannot be resolved through the Advice Letter process.  See 
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GO 96-B, Rules 5.1–5.3 and 7.5.1.  For example, neither the agreements nor PG&E 

data responses identify with any specificity the cost allocation principles which 

would be applied to determine cost allocation.  Nor is there any clarity regarding 

which Interconnection Work would be subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction 

for cost allocation purposes, and which would be subject to FERC’s.  Such 

jurisdictional issues are likely to depend upon disputed facts, such as the range 

of specific and potential functions of each type of facility constructed and 

equipment installed.   

 

For all of these reasons, the Advice Letter process is not appropriate for approval 

of the cost allocation provisions contained in the two agreements; these issues 

should be addressed in a Formal Proceeding.   

 

This Resolution orders that PG&E file a “standalone” application in the near 

future, and in no event later than December 31, 2018, for approval of the cost 

allocation provisions in CHSRA HSR-16-56, Caltrain Supplement #3, and any 

future agreements for the Interconnection Work with these governmental 

agencies, identifying the:  

 

1. Specific cost allocation principles it proposes to apply to the 

Interconnection Work, including the basis for those principles, and how 

they would apply to specific facilities;  

2. Laws, regulations, or other precedent that support its proposals; and 

3. Laws, regulations, or other precedent that determine which facilities and 

equipment are subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction for cost allocation 

purposes, and which are subject to FERC’s, and how they are properly 

applied as to the most currently available CHSRA and Caltrain scopes of 

work.   

 

To the extent information is available at the time PG&E is prepared to file the 

application, the application should distinguish between the CHSRA and Caltrain 

Projects and identify the allocations proposed for each party’s Interconnection 

Work and the legal and factual basis for the allocations.   
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California Environmental Quality Act  

CHSRA is the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) Lead Agency for 

the CHSRA Project, and Caltrain is the Lead Agency for the Caltrain Project.  For 

the CHSRA Project, the Federal Railroad Administration is the Lead Agency 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  For the Caltrain Project, 

the Federal Transit Authority completed an Environmental Assessment and 

Finding of No Significant Impact. The Caltrain electrification corridor is also 

identified in CHSRA Project environmental documentation.  

 

The respective lead agencies will complete all required environmental reviews, 

public notices, documentation, and monitoring activities for the Interconnection 

Work pursuant to CEQA and NEPA.  Please refer to the respective project 

websites for environmental review status; those websites are listed in the 

Background section of this Resolution. 

 

COMMENTS 

Public Utilities Code Section 311(g)(1) provides that this resolution must be 

served on all parties and subject to at least 30 days public review and comment 

prior to a vote of the Commission.  Section 311(g)(2) provides that this 30-day 

period may be reduced or waived upon the stipulation of all parties in the 

proceeding.  The 30-day comment period for the draft of this resolution was 

neither waived nor reduced.  Accordingly, draft of the resolution was first served 

on parties for comments on June 4, 2018 and PG&E, CHSRA, and Caltrain timely 

submitted comments.  In addition, Caltrain, PG&E, and CHSRA submitted 

supplemental comments on July 23, 2018, August 1, 2018, and August 2, 2018, 

respectively.  

 

All comments received on the first Draft Resolution are summarized below in 

chronological order. Updates were made throughout the Draft Resolution based 

on the comments received.  

 

All comments on this revised Draft Resolution must be served on all parties by 

September 4, 2018 and no reply or supplemental comments will be accepted. 
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Caltrain Comments on June 29, 2018 

Caltrain emphasizes that irrespective of the cost allocation issue, the Rail Project 

can and must remain on schedule.  Caltrain requests that any application to 

determine the cost allocation for its Interconnection Work be separate from cost 

allocation determinations made for CHSRA.  

 

PG&E Comments on July 2, 2018 

PG&E objects to the standalone application process to address cost allocation and 

the determination to withhold approval for CHSRA HSR 16-56 and Caltrain 

Supplement #3 because of the cost allocation provisions contained in those 

agreements.  PG&E states that an application process separate from its 

traditional GRC filings to the Commission and transmission owner rate cases  

before FERC is duplicative and unnecessary.14  PG&E also claims that a separate 

application process could significantly delay or increase costs to both Rail 

Projects.  Among other things, PG&E observes that the process creates 

“regulatory risk” for the parties to proceed with the Interconnection Work 

without an agreement in place.15 

 

PG&E requests that the Commission approve both agreements and defer to the 

GRC and FERC filings that will be made later to address cost allocation issues.   

 

CHSRA Comments on July 2, 2018 

CHRSA proposes that agreement HSR 16-56 should be approved and cost 

allocation should be determined in the future by the CPUC and FERC in 

accordance with the respective jurisdictions of the two agencies.  CHSRA 

comments that CPUC only has jurisdiction over the costs of PG&E facilities with 

voltages under 50 kV.  

 

CHSRA observes that PG&E’s cost estimates for its Project have changed since 

PG&E’s estimate was submitted to the CAISO in 2017.  Specifically, changes in 

rail-project load details or demand forecasts for impacted areas within PG&E’s 

service territories could result in elimination or deferral of currently planned 

                                              
14 PG&E July 2, 2018 Comments at 2. 

15 PG&E July 2, 2018 Comments at 3-4. 
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network upgrades. Updated cost details, however, have not been provided by 

CHSRA or PG&E.  

 

Caltrain Supplemental Comments on July 23, 2018 (Attachment C to this 

Resolution) 

Caltrain observes that the parties agree there should be an application process for 

PG&E to seek approval of the cost allocation for the Interconnection Work.  The 

disagreement is the form of the application.  PG&E prefers that cost allocation be 

addressed in its GRC and FERC rate case applications, whereas Caltrain prefers a 

standalone application process to address cost allocation.  Caltrain argues that a 

standalone application is appropriate because: (1) waiting for a PG&E GRC will 

unnecessarily and prejudicially delay resolution of the cost allocation issues 

beyond 2024; (2) Caltrain’s participation in a GRC to address this one issue 

would impose unnecessary and significant costs on Caltrain; and (3) the 

Commission and parties will be unable to devote sufficient attention to these 

issues in a GRC, which already must address a very long list of issues.  It is also 

possible that the issues would be subsumed in a larger black box settlement as a 

result of including them in a GRC.   

 

Caltrain explains that because it is required to pay all PG&E costs prior to any 

cost allocation, a standalone application process “should not delay PG&E’s 

construction and the intended January 2022 start date for the Caltrain 

Modernization Project.”16 

 

Caltrain requests that the draft resolution be modified to approve PG&E Advice 

Letter 5139-E with the express condition that approval does not constitute 

approval of any specific cost allocation or cost allocation principles or 

methodologies to be applied in future proceedings.  Caltrain also requests that 

the draft resolution be modified to provide a schedule and more details 

regarding the application that PG&E should file to address cost allocation issues, 

and that any application proceeding be expedited by using whatever 

streamlining procedures are available. 

 

 

                                              
16 Caltrain July 23, 2018 Supplemental Comments, p. 3. 
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PG&E Supplemental Comments, July 30, 2018 (Attachment D to this Resolution) 

PG&E disagrees with aspects of Caltrain’s supplemental comments. PG&E states 

that reimbursement would not be achieved more quickly through a separate 

application process. Caltrain’s comments, however, referred to resolution of cost 

allocation and not reimbursement. PG&E maintains that its GRC and FERC rate 

case processes would provide the quickest and most appropriate reviews. 

 

CHSRA Supplemental Comments, August 2, 2018 (Attachment E to this 

Resolution) 

CHSRA agrees with Caltrain’s supplemental comments that since the agreements 

that are the subject of Advice Letters 5046-E and 5139-E require either Caltrain or 

CHSRA, respectively, to compensate PG&E initially for the cost it incurs in 

performing the work called for by the agreements, the work can and should go 

forward without the need to first decide the details of cost allocation. CHSRA 

also agrees that the two advice letters should be approved. 

 

CHSRA clarifies, however, that cost allocation will be fact specific to each facility 

and location and the functions to be performed. The reason that the cost 

allocation proceeding might take the form of an application, rather than a less 

formal procedure, is to allow for evidentiary hearings to resolve disputed issues 

of fact. The facts developed in an application on cost allocation for the Caltrain 

Project facilities will not be identical to those developed for CHSRA Project  

facilities. CHSRA asserts that the cost allocation principles developed for the 

Caltrain Project should not set a precedent for the CHSRA Project. 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

PG&E’s concerns regarding moving forward with the Interconnection Work 

without having agreements in place are addressed through revisions that 

approve all the proposed agreements, but withhold approval of the cost 

allocation provisions of certain agreements. 

 

The comments and supplemental comments by Caltrain correctly observe that 

cost allocation for the projects at issue in this Resolution are not appropriately 

deferred to PG&E’s GRC or transmission owner rate cases at FERC.  Revisions 

have been made to more clearly reflect this point. 
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In response to PG&E and Caltrain concerns regarding potential delays caused by 

the application process, the resolution was revised to clarify that the application 

process will be limited to cost allocation issues and should not impact the 

Caltrain and CHSRA Project scopes of work or schedules.    

 

Revisions to this Resolution explain that there is no reason for PG&E to impose 

delays on the Projects as a result the requirement that PG&E file a standalone 

application regarding cost allocation issues.  This is because both CHSRA and 

Caltrain have agreed to pay either as invoiced by PG&E or in advance for all 

Interconnection Work.  Even if construction commences, and subsequently some 

aspect of the Interconnection Work is deferred or cancelled (including general 

CHSRA or Caltrain project delays), CHSRA and Caltrain would still be 

responsible for all costs.  As PG&E affirmed in the July 2018 DR, PG&E has no 

obligation to reimburse CHSRA or Caltrain any amount unless and until the 

interconnection facilities are fully operational and the appropriate regulatory 

agency has authorized reimbursement.17  Therefore, PG&E will have the funds 

necessary to construct any and all facilities to fully electrify the CHSRA and 

Caltrain projects, and cost allocation to PG&E ratepayers can be determined 

separately without impacting project schedules.  Further, the parties have 

already agreed that cost allocation issues will be addressed at a later time.  For all 

of these reasons, it is clear that PG&E’s ability to perform the Interconnection 

Work and the issues of cost allocation are completely independent of each other.  

Consequently, and given the policy importance of these projects, PG&E should 

continue to work quickly and collaboratively with CHSRA and Caltrain to 

ensure that the necessary interconnection facilities are timely constructed as 

required by the Rail Project schedules. 

 
Finally, in response to Caltrain’s comments, revisions have been made to more 
specifically identify the contents of the application and when it must be filed.   

 

                                              
17 See Caltrain Master Agreement, Section 8, and CHSRA agreement HSR 16-56, Section 
V.  See also PG&E July 2018 DR, Q&A 8. 
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FINDINGS  

1. This Resolution addresses six agreements for Interconnection Work filed by 

PG&E with Advice Letter 5046-E (five agreements with CHSRA) and Advice 

Letter 5139-E (one agreement with Caltrain) pursuant to General Order 96-B, 

Rule 9.2.3 and Energy Industry Rule 5.3(8), for services to government 

agencies.  Utility Relocation Work is not addressed by these Advice Letters. 

2. General Order 96-B, Rule 9.2.3 permits utilities to provide service to 

Government Agencies prior to obtaining Commission approval.   

3. CHSRA agreements HSR 10-10, HSR 14-37, HSR 14-37a1, and HSR 14-37a2 

do not discuss cost allocation to PG&E ratepayers. 

4. High level cost allocation principles referred to in agreements CHSRA HSR 

16-56 and Caltrain Supplement #3 purport to establish rules for how costs, in 

general, would be allocated to PG&E ratepayers.  The high level principles 

appear to be similar for both projects. 

5. None of the agreements assign specific costs to PG&E ratepayers at this time.  

However, the agreements identify that at least some of the costs for both 

Projects will be assigned to PG&E ratepayers. 

6. Under the agreements – as confirmed by PG&E’s July 2018 DR – CHSRA and 

Caltrain are responsible for all Project costs until cost allocation to PG&E 

ratepayers is decided at a later date, even if construction has started and the 

scope of work later changes.  PG&E ratepayers would only be responsible for 

costs once the interconnection facilities are fully operational.   

7. PG&E presented preliminary cost estimates for the Interconnection Work 

during the CAISO’s TPP.  It estimated $228 million for the Caltrain Project in 

September 2016 and $737 million for the CHSRA Project in September 2017.   

These estimates may change based on future Rail Project load details and 

demand forecasts for impacted areas within PG&E’s service territories. 

8. The cost allocation provisions in CHSRA HSR 16-56 and Caltrain Supplement 

#3 – which have not yet been implemented – raise factual, legal, and policy 

issues that must be considered by the Commission in a formal proceeding 

pursuant to GO 96-B, Rule 5.2 and because of their potential impact to PG&E 

customers.   
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9. Because of the magnitude of the costs involved, the cost allocation provisions 

of CHSRA HSR 16-56 and Caltrain Supplement #3 raise important policy 

questions.   

10. The provisions in CHSRA HSR 16-56 and Caltrain Supplement #3 limiting a 

party’s ability to comment on a cost allocation filing by any other party are 

inconsistent with the public interest.   

11. Cost allocation negotiations between PG&E and Caltrain for the 

Interconnection Work agreements are expected to conclude sooner than those 

between PG&E and CHSRA. 

12. Cost allocation negotiations between PG&E and CHSRA for the 

Interconnection Work are expected to continue through 2018 and may extend 

past 2019. 

13. One factor that has complicated the design responsibility and cost allocation 

negotiations thus far has been the CHSRA and Caltrain requirement for two 

transmission-level feeds.   

14. Cost allocation is expected to be specific to the existing infrastructure 

available at each interconnection site, the site location, and other factors still 

being negotiated.  Because cost allocation may vary depending on the scope 

of work, final cost allocations may change as the scopes of work change.   

15. Cost allocation issues for the Projects at issue here are not appropriately 

addressed in a general rate case at the Commission, or in a transmission 

owner rate case at FERC.  Such proceedings address a multitude of complex 

issues and may make participation difficult for parties only interested in the 

cost allocation issues raised by these agreements.  In addition, the PG&E July 

2018 DR confirms that neither its GRC or the FERC proceedings would occur 

before 2022.   

16. There is currently a lack of clarity regarding the facts and law that would 

apply to the cost allocation for these Projects, including which work 

performed under the agreements would be subject to the Commission’s 

jurisdiction in a GRC, which would be subject to FERC jurisdiction, and what 

cost allocation principles should be applied. Such jurisdictional issues are 

likely to depend upon disputed facts, such as the range of specific and 
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potential functions of each type of facility constructed and equipment 

installed.   

17. Given the magnitude of costs that could be added to PG&E’s ratebase, 

thereby increasing PG&E rates, it is appropriate to require PG&E to file an 

application with the Commission to address the cost allocation issues raised 

by CHSRA HSR 16-56 and Caltrain Supplement #3.   

18. An application would provide transparency into the cost allocation process 

and ensure that ratepayers have an opportunity to participate in the cost 

allocation process.   

19. The agreements’ cost allocation provisions also raise a number of material 

issues of fact and law which cannot be resolved through the Advice Letter 

process.  See GO96-A, Rules 5.1–5.3 and 7.5.1.   

20. Neither the agreements nor PG&E data responses identify with any 

specificity the cost allocation principles which would be applied to determine 

cost allocation.   

21. It is reasonable to require PG&E to file an application for approval of the cost 

allocation provisions in CHSRA HSR-16-56, Caltrain Supplement #3, and any 

future agreements for the Interconnection Work with these governmental 

agencies, identifying:  

(1) The specific cost allocation principles it proposes to apply to the 

Interconnection Work, including the basis for those principles, and how 

they would apply to specific facilities;  

(2) The laws, regulations, or other precedent that support its proposals; 

and 

(3) The laws, regulations, or other precedent that determine which 

facilities and equipment are subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction for 

cost allocation purposes, and which are subject to FERC’s, and how 

they are properly applied as to the most currently available CHSRA 

and Caltrain scopes of work.   

22. There is no reason for the application process to delay PG&E’s execution of 

the agreements necessary for the Interconnection Work, PG&E’s fulfillment 

of its work responsibilities under the agreements, or construction and 

operation of the Rail Projects. 
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23. To ensure that the Projects are not delayed as a result of the application 

process, it is reasonable to require PG&E to proceed with all design and 

construction activities pending disposition of the standalone cost allocation 

application.  

24. CHSRA is the CEQA Lead Agency for the CHSRA Project and Caltrain is the 

CEQA Lead Agency for the Caltrain Project. CHSRA and Caltrain will 

complete all required environmental reviews, public notices, documentation, 

and monitoring activities for the Interconnection Work pursuant to CEQA. 

25. It is reasonable to permit PG&E to submit new agreements or amendments to 

existing agreements with either California High-Speed Rail Authority or 

Caltrain’s Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board for the work associated 

with the Projects through a Tier 2 Advice Letter provided that the agreements 

do not address, in any manner, cost allocation issues.   

26. It is reasonable to require that if PG&E finds, at any time, that a new 

agreement or an amendment to an existing agreement with either CHSRA or 

Caltrain for work associated with the Projects would result in costs to 

ratepayers, it should seek approval in a formal proceeding.  

27. It is reasonable to require that PG&E not seek to recover costs for the Projects 

in either Commission or FERC-established rates until the Commission has 

issued a final non-appealable order regarding the cost allocation issues in 

response to the PG&E application ordered herein. 

28. It is reasonable to make the Commission’s Alternative Dispute Resolution 

process available to the parties.  

 

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

1. Agreements HSR 10-10, HSR 14-37, HSR 14-37a1, and HSR 14-37a2 between 

PG&E and the California High-Speed Rail Authority filed with Advice Letter 

5046-E are approved in their entirety.  

2. Agreement HSR 16-56 between PG&E and the California High-Speed Rail 

Authority filed with Advice Letter 5046-E is approved with the exception of 

the provisions addressing cost allocation issues.   
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3. Supplement #3 to the Master Agreement between PG&E and the Caltrain’s 

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board filed with Advice Letter 5139-E is 

approved with the exception of the provisions addressing cost allocation 

issues.   

4. This Resolution does not approve any specific cost allocation or any cost 

allocation principles or methodologies to be applied in future proceedings, 

including, without limitation, the following cost allocation provisions 

contained in two of the agreements: 

 CHSRA Standard Form Agreement HSR16-56 - Sections 5.1(b) (cost 
allocation process), 5.3(c) (reimbursement of costs), and 5.5 (support in 
filings); and 

 Caltrain Supplement #3 – Sections 4(c) (reimbursement of costs) and 6 (JPB 
support) 

5. PG&E shall file an application for approval of the cost allocation provisions in 

CHSRA HSR-16-56, Caltrain Supplement #3, and any future agreements for 

the Interconnection Work with these governmental agencies, as soon as 

practicable and in no event later than December 31, 2018 identifying:  

(1) The specific cost allocation principles it proposes to apply to the 

Interconnection Work, including the basis for those principles, and how 

they would apply to specific facilities;  

(2) The laws, regulations, or other precedent that support its proposals; 

and 

(3) The laws, regulations, or other precedent that determine which facilities 

and equipment are subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction for cost 

allocation purposes, and which are subject to FERC’s, and how they are 

properly applied as to the most currently available CHSRA and 

Caltrain scopes of work.   

6. PG&E shall not seek to recover costs for the Projects in either Commission or 

FERC-established rates until the Commission has issued a final non-

appealable order regarding the cost allocation issues in response to the PG&E 

application ordered herein. 

7. PG&E shall proceed with all coordination, planning, design, construction, and 

electrification activities associated with the CHSRA and Caltrain 
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Interconnection Work pending disposition of the standalone cost allocation 

application.   

8. New agreements or amendments to existing agreements between PG&E and 

either California High-Speed Rail Authority or Caltrain’s Peninsula Corridor 

Joint Powers Board for the work associated with the Rail Projects may be 

submitted through a Tier 2 Advice Letter provided that the agreements do not 

address, in any manner, cost allocation issues.   

9. The Commission’s Alternative Dispute Resolution process will be made 

available to the parties. 

 

This Resolution is effective today. 

 

I certify that the foregoing resolution was duly introduced, passed and adopted 

at a conference of the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California held 

on September 13, 2018; the following Commissioners voting favorably thereon: 

 

 

 

 

      _____________________ 

        ALICE STEBBINS 

        Executive Director



 DRAFT  
 

   

ATTACHMENT A 

 
PG&E Data Response to Energy Division (July 20, 2018)  
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

AACE Cost Estimate Classification Matrix from Exhibit PGE-0038 (Gabbard 
Rebuttal Testimony, October 2017), page 14, FERC Docket No. 16-2320 
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Caltrain Supplemental Comments (July 23, 2018)  
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ATTACHMENT D 

PG&E Supplemental Comments (August 1, 2018)  
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ATTACHMENT E 

CHSRA Supplemental Comments (August 2, 2018)  



Resolution E-4886 DRAFT September 13, 2018 
PG&E AL 5046-E and AL 5139-E/RP3 
 

 

 



Resolution E-4886 DRAFT September 13, 2018 
PG&E AL 5046-E and AL 5139-E/RP3 
 

 

 
 


